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I write further to your appeal regarding the result of your candidate  

 in paper 2 of the summer 2019 GCE Mathematics examination. I have now 

had the opportunity to examine the files relating to the original review of marking 

undertaken on behalf of this candidate, and would like to offer the following comments. 

 

I have provided findings specific to the procedures that were applied to both the original 

and review of marking processes and the examiners themselves. Also, as part of my 

investigation into the review of marking, I have asked a senior examiner not involved in 

either the original or review of marking of the candidate’s work to provide comments on 

the work in relation to the concerns that you have raised. This further review has been 

carried out in light of the following Ofqual guidance pertaining to the remit of an 

examiner carrying out a review of marking:  

Ofqual's instructions are contained in the two documents Qualification Level Conditions 

for GCSE 9-1 and Qualification Level Conditions for GCE. 

In both cases, paragraphs 17.4 apply and they state: 

The arrangements must provide that, on carrying out a review of marking of Marked 
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(a) The Assessor shall determine, in respect of each task in the assessment for which marks 

could have been awarded, and in respect of the assessment as a whole, whether the marking 

included any Marking Error. 

(b) Where the Assessor has determined that the marking of the assessment did not include any 

Marking Error, the Assessor shall make no changes to the mark awarded, 

(c) Where the Assessor has determined that the marking of the assessment included a Marking 

Error, the Assessor shall correct the effect of the Marking Error but make no other changes to 

the mark awarded, and 

(d) The Assessor shall document the reasons for any determination and for any change of 

mark. 

Firstly, I have checked our records relating to the marking of this component at your 

centre and can confirm that this paper was originally marked online. Online markers are 

subject to continuous monitoring throughout the marking period, based on the marking 

of ‘reference items’ which have been marked in advance by a senior examiner and 

through the sampling of their work by more senior examiners. Examiners must satisfy 

these quality assurance requirements to be able to continue marking. 

The review of marking was carried out by the assistant principal examiner with 

responsibility for this paper. Assistant principal examiners are experienced examiners 

appointed to take responsibility for a group of senior examiners where the span of 

control would otherwise be too great for the principal examiner and only experienced 

examiners are appointed to these posts. This assistant principal examiner’s work was 

monitored, in accordance with our procedures, by the principal examiner. 
 

The assistant principal examiner could find no evidence to conclude that a marking error 

had been made and adjudged that the mark scheme had been properly applied and 

academic judgement exercised reasonably. As a result the original raw mark of 64 

awarded to the candidate remained unchanged. 

 

As part of this appeal investigation, I referred paper 2 examination work to 

another senior examiner. The examiner in this case is the principal examiner with 

responsibility for the GCE Mathematics specification. A principal examiner is responsible 

for setting and maintaining the overall standard for a unit for which they act as principal 

examiner. This principal examiner led the standardisation process, exercising 

professional judgement to set the standard. This principal examiner’s work was 

monitored, in accordance with our procedures, by the chief examiner. 
 

The principal examiners has further reviewed paper examination work and 

has provided the following comments: 

 

Summary  

 

Original Mark:  64  

 



ROM Mark:  64  

 

Outcome: Post ROM Appeal Mark:  64  

  

Mark Changes from Original Mark of 64  

  

Question 6 (B)  

There is a correct method for solving both 2 (2) 1 28 x− + = and 4 7 28. x−= So M1 and 

M1A1M0A0 becomes M1A1M1A0.   (+1)  

  

Question 7 (B)   

Candidate’s final answer 0.84 428 ym =+, where their m has been defined as 0.84, m = is 

incorrect.  Note:  Candidate’s final answer should be 0.84 428. yx =+  So A0 and M1M1A1 

should be M1M1A0.  (-1)  

  

Question 8 (ii) 

Candidate writes down the first two terms and the last term of the series.  So M1 and 

M0M0A0 becomes M0M1A0.  (+1)  

  

Question 9 (B) 

Candidate does not state the complete equation of the model.  (i.e. they do not state e.g. 

2.08 0.017 . dV = )  So A0 and M1M1A1 becomes M1M1A0.    (-1)  

  

Notes:  

  

1. The mark changes identified for Q6 (b) and for Q9 (b) were made at the ROM stage.  

 

2. The mark changes identified for Q7 (b) and for Q8 (ii) have been made at the Post 

ROM Appeal Stage.  
 

3. Centre’s appeal regarding Q6 (b) is rejected because the 2nd M mark in Q6 (b) has 

already been given at the ROM stage. 

 

The principal examiners could find no evidence to suggest that a marking error had 

occurred in the marking of the script or that any errors had occurred and not been 

corrected at the review of marking stage.  

  

In my scrutiny of the review of marking files, and in light of the comments provided by 

the principal examiners at this appeal stage, I can see no evidence to suggest that the 

reviewing examiner failed to carry out their duties properly. In view of the principal 

examiner’s further review, I can also find no evidence to suggest that a marking error 

occurred and was not corrected or that the mark scheme has not been applied correctly 

at the review of marking stage.  paper 2 examination work has now been 

reviewed by the assistant principal examiner and the principal examiner, both of whom 

agreed that the initial marks awarded were an accurate reflection of performance. I can 

therefore see no grounds to suspect that the marks awarded to  do not 



accurately reflect his achievement in this paper, when judged against the appropriate 

assessment criteria.  

 

In conclusion, I am unable to find any evidence to show that the procedures followed in 

arriving at the award of your candidate’s marks in this paper have not been fully 

compliant with either our own procedures or the regulatory requirements imposed on 

us. In addition, I can find no evidence that a marking error has occurred in relation to the 

questions you have cited or that a marking error occurred elsewhere in the paper and 

was not corrected. For these reasons I cannot uphold your appeal at this preliminary 

stage.  

 

If, after consideration, you are still dissatisfied, the head of centre has the option to 

proceed to stage two of the appeals process which is a formal appeal hearing. Should you 

wish to proceed with the appeals process, the application form on the head of centre may 

request an appeal hearing is contained within the JCQ document ‘A Guide to the Awarding 

Bodies’ Appeals Processes’. This document can be found on the JCQ website: 

 

www.jcq.org.uk (http://www.jcq.org.uk/exams-office/appeals).  

   

The completed application form, giving full grounds of appeal, must be returned to this 

office within 14 days of your receipt of this letter. The fee for a stage two appeal hearing 

is £150.00. 

 

You will be invoiced £120 for this appeal investigation.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Sophie Beard 

Business Improvement and Regulation 
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